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ABSTRACT
Sociodemographic Correlates of Public Land Use and
Management Preferences Among Utah Residents

by

Ashley R. Styczynski, Master of Science
Utah State University, 2011

Major Professor: Dr. Richard S. Krannich
Department: Sociology

The purpose of this thesis is to look at the preferred use and management
of public lands in the state of Utah. The data used in this study was collected
through a statewide, random survey measuring the respondent’s preferred use
and management of public lands along with social and demographic
information. Several quantitative tests were conducted on the variables used to
illustrate the following: a snapshot of what the survey population looks like,
how each independent variable interacts with the dependent variable, and
finally, the combined interaction of all of the independent variables on the
dependent variable. The primary goal of this thesis is to add more information
to the growing body of literature on public land uses and preferences.
Specifically, this research hopes to shed some light on how people in Utah feel
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about the use and management of public lands that exist within the borders. A
secondary purpose in this study is to provide agencies and individuals that have
a say in the use and management of public lands with information that will help
them to manage public lands to more closely resemble the desires of the state
residents. If a characteristic (or set of characteristics) is identified as a reliable
predictor of preferences, those people and agencies who have the power to
decide how public lands will be used will have a better indicator as to how well
their decision will go over based on the characteristics of the population in that
area.
(132 pages)
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This thesis examines the nature of Utah residents’ attitudes and
preferences about the use and management of public land and natural resources.
In the Intermountain West states (Utah, Wyoming, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada,
New Mexico, Montana, and Idaho) approximately 47% of the land is federally
owned, with 61.49% of the land in Utah being federally owned (Duffy-Deno
1998). Public land management in the American West, and in Utah, is and has
been a highly contested issue. A large part of the contestation is that western
economies have traditionally been founded on extractive industries based on the
use of publicly owned lands, and despite the economic diversification that has
swept the West there are still some areas that exhibit close economic and
especially socio-cultural ties to grazing, timber production, and mining (DuffyDeno 1998).
The history of public land dispute in the American West can be best
exemplified by two events of the past; the Taylor Grazing Act and the Sagebrush
Rebellion. The Taylor Grazing Act was passed in 1934 and gave federal officials
the right to establish whether or not and how much of public lands could be used
by ranchers in the West (Rowley 2000). This was among the first attempts by the
government to control land use in the West, and it was not a welcomed change
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as was evidenced by the court cases that followed challenging the rules set by
government agencies (Rowley 2000). This was followed a few decades later in
1979 with the beginning of the Sagebrush Rebellion. The Sagebrush Rebellion
was a reaction by the western states to a clause in their state constitutions that
stated that the residents of the states would give up the rights to the
unappropriated land and that the land would be at the disposition of the United
States (Cawley 1993). Westerners felt they were justified in their actions because
the political climate towards public land management had transformed from one
that supported industry to one that was highly influenced by the environmental
movement in a relatively short period of time (Cawley 1993). The prevalence of
preservation priorities in public land laws caused a unification of livestock
owners, mining industries, oil and gas industries, coal producers, and the timber
industry to protect their interests against environmentalist interests (Cawley
1993). The interests that they were trying to protect revolved primarily around
job security and economic interests that were being limited by the preservationist
influence that existed in the public and political sphere at the time (Cawley 1993;
Rowley 2000).
Given the history of extractive industries in the West and jobs they once
produced in the area, it is not difficult to understand why some people feel that
limiting industry’s access to public lands for traditional commodity production
activities would be a threat to both the local and regional economies (Duffy-Deno
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1998; Lorah and Southwick 2003; Rasker 2006). Many have argued that
increased demands on public lands for recreational use take away from
traditional extractive industries (Jackson-Smith, Jensen, and Jennings 2006).
At the same time, in recent decades there has been growing public
support for, and some shifts in resource management to support, resource
preservation priorities that would limit the access to public lands granted to
extractive industries. Extractive industries and refineries for those raw products
are making up a shrinking percent of the total regional economy, despite the fact
that those historically important industries receive a majority of attention (Power
1996). Although such shifts are not without controversy, many individuals,
policy makers, and researchers feel that the economic future of the West will best
be served by environmental amenity industries and the jobs and opportunities
they provide; and not extractive industries that were dominant in the past
(Power 1996; Lorah and Southwick 2003).

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this research is two-fold. Primarily, the objective of this
research is to provide a deeper sociological understanding of and knowledge
about public land management preferences. Additionally, there is a sense of
practical application present as it relates to the findings. Public land managers
could be able to use the results to manage the land they are in charge of in a
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manner more closely linked to the preferred uses of the people who live in the
study area.
It is a goal of this thesis to expand the understanding of how preservation
of public lands and resource management vary so intensely and become a source
of conflict. To accomplish this, the research will examine how Utahans’ views
about public land use and management vary, and how that variation may be
related to a variety of individual sociodemographic characteristics, as well as
other structural variables associated with residential location. For example, there
is a vast amount of literature available that shows a difference between urban
and rural or metropolitan and non-metropolitan populations that will be
explored at greater depth later. In certain regions of the state a variety of mining
activities could be taking place that would create jobs and become a primary
source of income for that area. Nevertheless, at least some residents of that area
may have no interest in mining because they moved there for the scenic vistas
and outdoor recreation opportunities, or do not wish to live with the after-effects
that mining leaves behind. Yet other regions with similar resources may opt for
the mining project, especially in the absence of other economic development
options and opportunities.

IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY
A gap exists in the literature as it relates to current, localized
environmental and natural resource issues, as most sociological research has
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been concerned with large-scale global problems for the future (Dunlap and
Mertig 1997; Dunlap and Catton 2002). By this I mean that most research focuses
on environmental problems and environmental concern at a global or general
level, and is not specific to location with respect to environmental or natural
resource land uses (Field, Luloff and Krannich 2002). There has been extensive
research conducted on environmental attitudes in the previous literature, most
often on broad topics such as air and water quality, but more limited attention
has been provided to the specific topic of land use preferences. Additionally, the
extensive body of literature also refers to broad, large-scale issues, not on
smaller-scale or locational-specific issues.
A large portion of the hole in the literature exists because of the tendency
in environmental sociology for research to focus largely on environmental
problems, and less so on general land use issues (Buttel 2002). A majority of
environmental research done in the past has focused on a single disruption such
as pollution, resource scarcity, the global environment and other such
encompassing disruptions.
This research will make an effort to at least partially fill this gap that exists
in the literature, by focusing explicitly on the localized consequences and
preferences of Utahans about public land use and management decisions. By
exploring the extent to which variables previously demonstrated to be useful
predictors of more generalized pro-environmental attitudes or environmental
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concern do or do not exhibit relationships with orientations towards public land
use and management, the study will extend the scope of sociological knowledge
about such associations.
This hole in the literature is important to begin filling because it would
explain another dimension of human behaviors and preferences. Additionally
this research could show if individual differences translate into segregated
preferences for public land use or if societal trends are more influential in
determining individual preferences for land use. The characteristics selected for
this research have been shown to influence environmental concern in past
literature focusing on more general topics. Testing to see if the same
relationships exist between those demographic and locational variables and the
measure of environmental concern used in this research could prove to be vital
to future research on the topic of environmental concern.

7

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL BASIS
The primary objective of this thesis is to discover how Utah residents’
attitudes and preferences about public land use and management vary, and how
that variation may be related to individual sociodemographic characteristics as
well as structural contexts linked to residential location. There is a long tradition
in the field of environmental sociology that involves research regarding
relationships between such variables and an assortment of measures designed to
assess environmental attitudes. However, the extent to which such relationships
are also present when the focus is on land use orientations is not wellestablished. For this reason, this thesis will focus on the relationships that may
or may not exist between sociodemographic and residential location factors and
attitudes related to public land use and management in Utah.
In this study I have selected several demographic variables of interest,
each of which has been researched in previous studies. Although those prior
studies all presented their own specific conclusion, the big picture conclusions
that reflect the findings generated by multiple studies are not clear for all
variables. There are inconsistencies within the literature about the direction of
certain relationships between certain variables and environmental concern, and
sometimes about whether or not the relationship even exists. Additionally, there
is not a large body of research on land use preferences; so much of the literature
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drawn upon to help guide this study is based on environmental attitude
research. As the literature will show the United States is becoming more diverse
and ideas of what land should be used for are ever changing (Green et al. 2006).
According to the authors, learning more about public preferences could help
land use managers understand what is desired from the land (Green et al. 2006).
Throughout the literature there were several variables that have
consistently been shown to influence environmental concern. Based on that prior
literature and its applicability to the sample that will be used in this thesis, the
variables I have selected to look at in this study include: a respondent’s age, sex,
level of education, household income, rural or urban residence, length of
residency, and religious affiliation. Below is a summary of the previous
literature as it relates to those selected variables.

AGE
A person’s age can be a very telling indicator of the ways that they view
many things. There have been different and unique concerns for particular
generations and age cohorts. That being said, a respondent’s age may reflect the
concerns that they have had since childhood and not necessarily modern day
concerns. Age has been a relatively consistent and strong variable in predicting
environmental concern throughout the literature (Van Liere and Dunlap 1980;
Raudsepp 2001). Generally speaking, younger age groups tend to report more
environmental concern than older age groups (Van Liere and Dunlap 1980;
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Mohai and Twight 1987; Kanagy, Humphrey, and Firebaugh 1994; Lorenzo et
al. 2000; Raudsepp 2001; Cordell, Betz, and Green 2002; Hersch and Viscusi
2005).
Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) discovered that age was negatively
correlated with environmental concern in the general public. Their explanation
for the negative correlation between age and environmental concern is that
solving environmental problems tends to threaten the status quo, and younger
people are less embedded in the status quo than are older individuals (Van Liere
and Dunlap 1980); this finding is also supported in Mertig and Dunlap (2001). At
the same time, Mohai and Twight (1987) reported that environmentalism is more
common among those individuals who are middle-aged and have a more stable
work and social position than any other age group.
Jones and Dunlap (1992) confirm that age has consistently been a negative
predictor of environmental concern. Kanagy et al. (1994) revealed in their
findings that cohorts hold different values because they experience a different
time period. According to Jones and Dunlap (1992), during the 1980s a
respondent’s attitude was influenced more by the current period trends than by
the trends of the period in which they came of age. Contrary to other research
Kanagy et al. (1994) found that within-cohort change accounted for four times as
much change as did cohort replacement. This finding suggests that
environmentalism and environmental spending is influenced more heavily by
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current events than the events that were present when a particular cohort came
of age (Kanagy et al. 1994).
This contradicts the life cycle argument suggested earlier that stated that
older people reported lower levels of environmental concern because they had
less to gain from protecting the environment due to the fact that they were closer
to the end of their life than younger people. This finding does, however, support
the “broadening base” hypothesis presented in Jones and Dunlap (1992). This
hypothesis states that as environmental concern becomes more socially
important it spreads across social groups and rankings; making group
differences less predictive of environmental concern (Jones and Dunlap 1992).
Tarrant and Cordell (1997) surmised that age did not have a consistent, or
significant, association with environmental concern. Their research compared
sociodemographic variables such as sex, education, rural and urban residence,
income, and age against five different environmental scales (Tarrant and Cordell
1997). Those five scales included the New Environmental Paradigm, the
Environmental Concern, the Awareness of Consequences, the Roper, and the
modified Forest Values scales (Tarrant and Cordell 1997). The conclusion by
Tarrant and Cordell (1997) that age is not a significant predictor of
environmental concern is supported in later research conducted by Cordell et al.
(2002) and Hunter and Toney (2004).
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Another set of research argues that the younger a person is the more
likely they are to show concern and responsibility towards the environment as
compared to older citizens (Klineberg, McKeever, and Rothenbach. 1998;
Saphores et al. 2007). Lorenzo et al. (2000) found that respondents under the age
of 30 were generally the age group most willing to pay extra fees to preserve and
protect their urban forest. Mertig and Dunlap (2001) also support the conclusion
that younger people are more inclined than their older counterparts to accept the
goals of environmentalism as their own.
In contrast, Raudsepp (2001) found that people under the age of 40 tend to
be more passive in their environmental concerns and habits, while the peak age
group for environmental concern is 40-54 and the peak age group for proenvironmental habits is 65-89. Other literature reports that older adults had
mixed opinions of wanting to protect the natural environment but trusted
industry to do its part and expected things would work themselves out (Wright,
Caserta, and Lund 2003). However, this study was focused only on the portion
of the population that was aged 55 and older within one county, and should not
be over-generalized because there was not a younger age cohort available for
comparison.
Other research supports the supposition that younger to middle-aged
individuals, specifically between the ages of 31 and 45, are more likely to initiate
and behave in environmentally friendly and responsible ways; that is in ways
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that would not harm the environment in any way or have a minimal influence
(Kasapoğlu and Ecevit 2002; Meneses and Palacio 2005). Younger people have
never known a time when recycling something was not a part of sorting the trash
(Phillips-Donaldson 2004). A possible explanation for this occurrence is that
younger people tend to see more of a direct personal benefit from protecting the
environment because they have a longer lifetime remaining to spend on Earth
(Hersch and Viscusi 2005). Among similar findings, Hersch and Viscusi (2005)
found that respondents aged 25 to 34 were most likely to be willing to pay more
for less harmful gasoline and willing to do so at higher rates than any other age
group, while older respondents were less willing to pay more overall for less
harmful gasoline. Hamilton, Colocousis, and Duncan (2010) show that older
respondents express lower levels of concern about the environment, although
levels of concern can be influenced by the prominence of the environment in the
media.
To summarize, environmental sociology literature creates a relatively clear
picture as to the association that age has with a respondent’s environmental
attitude and behaviors. In addition, the research conducted thus far in the area
of age and environment typically focuses on environmental behaviors and
attitudes, not on land use preferences. Also, previous research is more or less
focused on large scale environmental problems and concerns and not as much on
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local issues. More research is needed to better understand the influence that
age has on how a respondent prefers land and natural resources to be used.

SEX
A person’s sex also has the potential to influence their preferences about
public land use. Males and females are typically raised differently, and
subsequently have different value systems in adulthood. It is those very
differences that could differentiate whether there is a stronger preference
towards utilitarian or preservationist emphases regarding the use and
management of public lands and resources in the state of Utah.
Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) reported that the relationship between sex
and environmentalism was inconclusive. Conversely, Mohai (1992) concluded
that women may tend to more environmentally concerned because they perceive
environmental problems and probable future shortages more seriously than
men. A possible explanation for the difference in environmental concern and
willingness to behave in ways beneficial to the environment based on sex can be
attributed to the socialization process. Boys and girls are socialized to value
different things in society; girls are socialized to value life maintenance activities
that involve engagement in the community while men are socialized to engage in
activities that require limited interaction and that involve more competition
(Mohai 1992).
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Jones and Dunlap (1992) reported that when differences between the
sexes were found in relation to environmental concern, it was women that were
likely to be more environmentally concerned. In contrast, Kanagy et al. (1994)
supported the conclusion of Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) that sex was not a
significant determinant of environmentalism.
Zein-Elabdin (1996) discovered that societal traditions, particularly those
regarding proper sex roles, may limit women’s participation in environmental
discussions because of the social stratification that is already in place in a given
society. Writing critically about the problems with the ecofeminism perspective,
Zein-Elabin (1996) noted that a positive aspect of ecofeminism is that is looks
exclusively at the existence of a relationship between sex and the environment.
According to Zein-Elabdin (1996), ecofeminism looks at women as possessing a
“supra-natural” connection to nature, giving them the ability to better
understand the environment.
Tarrant and Cordell’s (1997) research showed that women are 24% more
likely to behave in environmentally safe ways than men. It should be noted that
women were only found to have a stronger correlation with environmental
concern on one of the five scales used in this study, as described above (Tarrant
and Cordell 1997). Lorenzo et al. (2000) noted that women were more willing to
pay money in the form of taxes for environmental protection, but that men were
more willing to pay higher amounts of money than women. Overall, more
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women were willing to pay money for environmental protection, but at the
higher price end a higher percentage of men were willing to pay that amount
than women. This relationship comes as no surprise since women are typically
seen as being more in tune with nature than men and more concerned about the
well-being of living things.
Mertig and Dunlap (2001) reported that there is a trend towards female
support of the environment, but their results are not strong enough to
definitively state that women are more environmentally concerned. At the same
time, Raudsepp (2001) found that sex has consistently had a relationship with
environmental concern in the direction of women being more concerned about
the environmental situation.
According to Dietz, Kalof, and Stern (2002), gender differences found in
environmental orientations are rooted in more fundamental value differences,
particularly as they relate to concern for other humans and species, that are a
direct result of differential socialization and life experiences between men and
women. This traditional socialization process leads to women being more
altruistic than men, and more caring about the greater good, which leads to the
suggested conclusion that women are more environmentally concerned than
men (Dietz et al. 2002). Ecofeminism theory can be used here to explain that
gender differences in environmentalism are not just a result of different priorities
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between men and women, but a result of different conceptualizations of the
world due to the differences found in socialization (Dietz et al. 2002).
The Population Reference Bureau (2002) reported that in most regions of
the world men have a greater role in exploiting natural resources for commercial
purposes than women. According to the Population Reference Bureau (2002),
ignoring sex can distort understanding of human impacts on the environment
because the sexes use the environment differently.
Kasapoğlu and Ecevit (2002) reported contradictory findings, stating that
the relationship between sex and responsible environmental behavior is very
weak. Similarly, Gupte (2004) and Hunter, Hatch, and Johnson (2004) found that
men do participate more frequently in public-sphere environmental activities
than women; but both still participated in more private-sphere activities than
public. Gupte (2004) reported findings that gender differences are due partly to
differences in the socialization process and social stratifications that exist in
many areas around the world.
Generally speaking, the findings show that both men and women
participate more frequently in activities like recycling and activities that can be
part of a daily routine. Hunter and Toney (2004) reported similar overall results
in their study, with the above noted exception that women are more likely to
have donated money. Hunter et al. (2004) reported that women engage in more
private-sphere environmental behaviors than men in most countries throughout
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the world. Hunter and Toney (2004) noted that women were slightly more
likely to have given money to an environmental organization than men.
Olofsson and Öhman (2006) reported that women are more likely than men to be
concerned about the environment. As reported in Fonjong (2008), men and
women have different interests as it relates to environmental concern. It was
established that women tend to show more concern for the environment while
men tend to have more confidence in their knowledge and technology (Hamilton
et al. 2010).
It is clear that at times the literature contradicts itself, and that further
exploration into this topic is needed to determine if there truly is a relationship
between sex and environmental concerns and preferences. For the purposes of
this thesis, the articles that most closely resemble the approach that will be used
here support a tendency for women to be more environmentally concerned.
Although, the literature referenced above does not refer to the use of public lands
and resources specifically, it does provide substantial evidence that sex should be
looked at as a possible determinant of preferred public land use in this research.

LEVEL OF EDUCATION
A person’s level of education can be very influential in forming ideas and
values that are retained through much of their life. The education system has the
ability to influence people, even to the point of changing their outlook and how
they think certain matters should be handled. Additionally, education has
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become very important in today’s society and should be considered to have a
considerable influence on individual ideas about what should and should not be
done.
Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) found that education is a consistent and
positive predictor of environmental concern. Similarly, Jones and Dunlap (1992)
reported that well-educated people tend to express higher levels of
environmental concern than their less-educated counterparts. Further
supporting that conclusion, Kanagy et al. (1994) concluded that education and
environmental spending were positively correlated. In contrast, Kanagy and
Nelsen (1995) discovered that the level of education did not influence a person’s
opinion about increasing spending by the federal government on the
environment. At the same time, the same authors also reported that level of
education did factor in when individuals were asked if they opposed relaxed
environmental regulations; there was a positive relationship between level of
education and strength of opposition to relaxing environmental regulations.
Tarrant and Cordell (1997) supported previous findings that education
was positively associated with higher levels of environmental concern, but only
on two of the five scales used in their research, the environmental concern scale
and the new environmental paradigm scale. Klineberg et al. (1998) found that
associations with level of education were consistently significant across four
traditional measures of environmentalism, including: choosing between
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protecting the environment and an economic advantage or how a person feels
about the amount of money spent on the environment; perceived seriousness of
different types of pollution; participation in pro-environmental activities; and
feelings about threats to the global environment and inter-relationships between
human activities and natural systems. Other research has suggested that less
educated people tend to believe that federal land managers have different
preferences for use of local public land and resource management than did their
county commission (Krannich and Smith 1998). In that same article the authors
state that less educated respondents were more likely to prefer traditional uses of
land which typically involved heavy reliance on extractive industries (Krannich
and Smith 1998).
Lorenzo et al. (2000) found that as a respondent’s level of education
increased the more money they were willing to spend to preserve the natural
environment. That same study, however, discovered that respondents who had
completed a graduate degree were no more willing to spend money on
environmental protection than respondents who achieved only a high school
degree. Surprisingly, there were lower levels of willingness to pay higher
amounts of money to protect the forest land at the education levels between
completing high school and completing graduate school (Lorenzo et al. 2000).
Numerous other studies have also reported that the more educated a
person is the more likely they are to express higher levels of environmental
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concern and the less likely they are to hold utilitarian beliefs concerning the
environment (Raudsepp 2001). Similarly, Mertig and Dunlap (2001) reported
that the more educated a person was the more likely they were to support
environmentalism. In their study Hunter and Toney (2004) also note that level of
education and environmental concern were positively related. Better educated
people were consistently shown to have higher levels of environmental concern
(Hamilton et al. 2010).
Overall, most available literature reports that the level of an individual’s
education and their level of environmental concern are positively correlated. Yet
there is also some mixed evidence about the association, or lack thereof, that
level of education has with a respondent’s preservationist tendencies such as
environmental concern. The disagreement found in the literature leaves room
for more research on the topic. Additionally, given a lack of literature focusing
specifically on the relationship between views and preferences about public land
use and level of education, the research proposed here could reveal important
insights regarding such relationships.
HOUSEHOLD INCOME
A person’s income level could potentially have a strong impact on how
they would prefer to see public lands used. People who make different amounts
of money tend to have different values and opinions about a broad array of
social, economic, and political issues. Such different values and opinions may in
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turn contribute to differences in their preferences about the use and
management of public lands.
Most of the research looking at the relationship between income level and
concern for environmental issues supports a positive relationship between
income and pro-environmental orientations, though there is not universal
support (Van Liere and Dunlap 1980). Continuing that trend in the literature,
Dunlap and Mertig (1995) see environmentalism as a part of the post-modernist
culture that has arisen in the aftermath of post-World War II affluence in
industrialized nations. These authors found that although residents in lowincome nations are more likely to rate environmental problems as serious than
residents of high-income nations, they are less likely to rate it as serious relative
to other national problems (Dunlap and Mertig 1995). Environmentalism is seen
by economists as a luxury item; in that light it makes sense that wealthier nations
and individuals would have the resources and ability to be concerned with
quality-of-life issues beyond those limited to economic conditions (Dunlap and
Mertig 1995). Dunlap and Mertig (1995) noted that although the environment
was most likely to be listed as the nation’s largest problem in wealthy,
industrialized nations, environmental problems were notably prominent
throughout the 24 nations included in their study. This conclusion lends
credence to the hypothesis that there is not a great difference in environmental
concern based on income.
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Contrary to the findings outlined above, Tarrant and Cordell (1997)
found a negative correlation between a respondent’s level of income and their
attitude and behavior towards the environment. A potential explanation for this
finding could be that people who make more money may be spending less time
enjoying the environment, and therefore may not care about it as much as a less
wealthy person who spends more time in nature does. However, according to
Krannich and Smith (1998) residents who had a higher income status were less
likely to support traditional land uses such as mining.
Lorenzo et al. (2000) found that the higher the income bracket that a
respondent is part of the more likely they are to be willing to pay additional fees
to protect forest land. Mertig and Dunlap (2001) reported that level of income
had a positive impact on an individual’s membership in new social movements,
such as environmentalism. In other research, Raudsepp (2001) concluded that
income exhibited a weak and inconsistent relationship with environmentalism.
Kasapoğlu and Ecevit (2002) discovered that income was positively related to
responsible environmental behavior.
Looking at a person’s income status, Cordell et al. (2002) found that
people earning between $15,000 and $25,000 a year were more likely that any
other income group to believe that humans will insure the future of the earth,
have the right to modify the environment, be able to control nature, and that the
environmental crisis is exaggerated. In this research people who earned between
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$25,000 and $75,000 were significantly under-represented among those feeling
the environmental crisis is exaggerated and humans have the right to modify the
environment or that we as humans will eventually be able to control nature
(Cordell et al. 2002). This finding is reinforced by Johnson, Brace, and Arceneaux
(2005) who show that as per-capita income rises state populations grow friendlier
to environmental regulation.
As can clearly be seen, there is a pattern in the research conducted on the
influence of income status on environmental concern that is inconclusive and at
times contradictory. Although most of the research points in the direction of
respondents who have more money being more environmentally concerned,
there is a smaller body of research that says otherwise. More studies need to be
done in this area to present a better idea about the relationship between these
two variables. Additionally, none of the previous research has been focused
specifically on the topic of public land use and management. In looking at this
relationship a gap in the research will begin to be filled.

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE
How long a person has lived in an area may factor into how a respondent
prefers to have public lands used and managed. The length of time that a person
has lived in one place can correlate with how they feel about the area. According
to Feldman (1990), the difference may be a product of the bonds that develop
during residency. Spain (1993) found that conflicting definitions of what is the
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most important aspect of an area exist between long-term residents and
newcomers to an area. As it was reported, these different definitions can create a
clash of lifestyles within communities based on the fact that residents who have
been there longer have created the traditions that shape a community and
newcomers are attached to the image that those traditions create (Spain 1993;
Smith and Krannich 2000).
Other research has noted that belief in the statement that public land and
resource managers have different values than local citizens is more common
among long-term residents (Krannich and Smith 1998). Krannich and Smith
(1998) and Brehm, Eisenhauer, and Krannich (2006) go on to state that
newcomers to an area are less likely to support “home rule,” which tends to
place a greater emphasis on traditional land uses; and are more likely to prefer
federal control and protection of public lands. Previous research also shows that
new residents have different attachments to the area than respondents who have
lived there for longer amounts of time (Krannich and Smith 1998; Brehm et al.
2006).
Newcomers moving into rural areas tend to bring in their urban attitudes
and values, which often do not align with those of the long-term rural residents
(Smith and Krannich 2000). A study conducted in Utah on the environmental
attitudes and concerns of older adults showed that newer residents to the area
were more pro-environment, or in favor of preservation-oriented uses of the
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public lands, than residents who had been there longer (Wright et al. 2003).
Another study found that length of residence was the most important variable as
it related to an individual’s bond to an area (Beckley 2003). In that same study
Beckley discovered that the types of attraction are very different for long-term
residents and newcomers. Given this information, Beckley (2003) concluded that
newcomers to an area tend to take on more of a preservationist attitude than
residents who have been there longer. This study showed that long-term
residents were fond of the social aspect of the area and the relationships that they
had developed whereas newcomers were more partial to the biophysical and
landscape features that the area had to offer (Beckley 2003; also Brehm et al.
2006). Newcomers to an area were more likely to support conservation efforts
than their counterparts (Hamilton et al. 2010).
There is a call for more research in this area, not only just to add to the
existing literature on the impacts of length of residence (Brehm et al. 2006), but
also to fill a gap in the literature that exists in relation to the use and
management of public lands. The literature on the subject of length of residence
and perceptions of land use shows a consistent trend. It clearly shows that
residents who have been in an area for a long time and those who have recently
moved into the area are devoted to the area for very different reasons. The
different types of attachment expressed by the individuals based on the amount
of time they have lived in the area could be central in determining the type of
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public land use and management that is preferred. Although a portion of the
previous literature does have a direct focus as it relates to the relationship
between length of residence and preferences towards public land use and
management, more research is warranted to expand the knowledge base in this
area.

RURAL-URBAN RESIDENCY
The residential context of an area also influences one’s concern and desire
to protect the environment. All areas are not created equal in terms of the
services offered such as recycling programs or access to natural resources.
Different areas, by nature of their proximity to urban centers, have the ability to
offer different environmental contexts and opportunities. It is for this reason that
an individual’s place of residence could play a major role in how the individual
prefers to see public lands managed and used.
Research conducted by Tremblay and Dunlap (1978) found that the
introduction of standardized education, mass communication, increased travel,
geographic mobility, and the mechanization of agriculture has led to a uniting of
environmental attitudes among rural and urban residents. However, in their
research Tremblay and Dunlap (1978) found that by isolating the environmental
concern variable urban residents showed more concern for the environment.
This finding was most strongly associated at the community level, and more
specifically differentiated by occupation, calling for a separate category
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comparing both a person’s area of residence and their occupation to their level
of environmental concern (Tremblay and Dunlap 1978).
Van Liere and Dunlap (1980) stated that urbanites are more likely to
exhibit environmental concern because they often are exposed to poorer
environmental conditions and are less likely to be located in areas that rely on
extractive resources. That same article goes on to say that empirical support for
the “urbanite hypothesis” is fairly consistent but a stronger predictor may be a
respondent’s awareness of environmental problems, not just their exposure (Van
Liere and Dunlap 1980).
Some potential explanations can be found in Lowe and Pinhey (1982). The
authors looked at the integrity of four of the most common explanations used to
illustrate why urban residents tend to be more environmentally concerned than
rural residents. The four explanations examined included: environmental
deprivation theory, utilitarian diffusion among rural residents, rural pro-growth
orientation, and metropolitan socialization towards human solutions to
environmental problems (Lowe and Pinhey 1982). The authors tested the
environmental deprivation theory and found that people who lived in regions
with greater environmental degradation were only slightly more concerned
(Lowe and Pinhey 1982). Then Lowe and Pinhey (1982) looked at the diffusion of
the utilitarian perspective among rural residents and found that it had weak
support and was primarily the result of a tendency for farmers to hold utilitarian
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orientations. Next, the authors looked at the population growth preference in
rural communities and found it only to be significant at local levels, but not very
important in explaining the difference in larger areas (Lowe and Pinhey 1982).
Finally, the authors looked at metropolitan socialization towards human
solutions to environmental problems and found the strongest support for this
hypothesis (Lowe and Pinhey 1982).
Freudenberg (1991) disputed previous findings and shows that
agriculturists show the highest amount of environmental concern. Freudenberg
noted previous findings that urban residents tend to have higher environmental
concern because of their lack of dependence on extractive industries and higher
levels of socialization that humans created the environmental problems and now
can fix them, but says that those findings cannot be generalized. However, the
research reported by Freudenberg (1991) is not generalizable in itself, because he
only looked at rural areas in Colorado that were on the cusp of facing large
energy development. No urban area was used for comparison, so really all
Freudenberg (1991) did was find that in a rural area in the West faced with a
future of heavy energy development, farmers and ranchers were the most
environmentally concerned.
Other research has found that urban residents express more concern for
the environment (Jones and Dunlap 1992). Raudsepp (2001) reported that urban
residents were more likely to show environmental concern than rural residents.
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It has also been shown that rural residents are more likely to believe that
humans can insure the future of the earth and that the environmental crisis is
exaggerated (Cordell et al. 2002).
In research conducted for the purpose of agency advisement, Racevskis
and Lupi (2006) found that there is a clear and distinguishable difference
between rural and urban residents. However, in contradiction to what a majority
of prior research has shown, the authors did not find that rural and urban
residents fit nicely into two opposite categories on the anthropocentric-biocentric
spectrum (Racevskis and Lupi 2006). The limitations of that study do not allow
for generalizability, but rather point to a need for further research into the
similarities rather than just the differences between rural and urban residents
and their desires for public land and natural resource management.
Following suit, Huddart-Kennedy et al. (2009) researched rural-urban
differences in environmental concern in Canada. In their study HuddartKennedy et al. (2009) looked not only at rural and urban differences but the
influence that urban migration and expanded availability of mass transportation
and curbside recycling has had on environmental concern. In that way, this
study is looking not only at the differences between the two groups, but also the
growing similarities. Their results show that there are very few differences
between rural and urban residents in Canada, and that many of the differences
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can be explained by variation in the opportunity to participate in an activity
rather than the desire to do so (Huddart-Kennedy et al. 2009).
In large part the literature shows that urban residents show more
environmental concern than rural residents. Although some discrepancies in the
literature are present, they are in the minority.

RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION
There is a considerable amount of literature that looks at the influence of
religious affiliation on a variety of personal choices and preferences. In Utah,
however, the influence of religion is different than would be expected in most
other states. With a majority of the Utah population being affiliated with The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints [Mormon]; the focus turns to the
influence of the majority population on the outcome of the preferred use and
management of public lands and resources.
It has been found that those people who actively participate in a religion,
those who identify themselves as born again, and people who claim a personal
religious experience were less likely to support increased environmental
spending (Kanagy and Nelsen 1995). Another study found that the more nonfundamentalist a person’s religion is the more likely they are to recycle and to
avoid buying or using environmentally damaging products (Klineberg et al.
1998). Krannich and Smith (1998) found that respondents affiliated with The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints were less likely to trust federal land
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managers and were more likely to put their confidence in the county
commission regarding land and resource decision-making.
Lorenzo et al. (2000) found that a respondent’s religious beliefs were
among the strongest predictors of environmentally friendly activities at home. In
general, the relationship between religious beliefs and environmentalism has
most often been shown to be weak and inconsistent (Raudsepp 2001).
On the other hand, one study found that the more sacred nature was to a
person’s religion the more likely people were to have pro-environmental beliefs
and the more willing they were to invest personal funds in the environment
(Tarakeshwar et al.. 2001). In sanctifying nature, a person takes on the belief that
nature is God given, and to show their belief in God, individuals may invest
more in the care of nature (Tarakeshwar et al. 2001). According to Tarakeshwar
et al. (2001), the stronger a person’s belief in the sanctification of nature, the more
likely they are to have environmentally protective beliefs and invest personal
funds in efforts targeted towards the environment. Overall, the literature on this
topic tends to be contradictory. It has been found that the more conservative or
fundamental a person’s religious beliefs are, the less likely they are to be
concerned with environmental issues (Tarakeshwar et al 2001).
A possible reason that helps to explain this occurrence is that the more
fundamental a person is in their religious beliefs, the more likely they are to have
a strict interpretation of the Bible. For example, Genesis verse 1 chapter 28 states:
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“be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it; and have dominion
over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living thing
that moves upon the earth” (Tarakeshwar et al. 2001: 388). The interpretation of
that passage to many fundamentalists is that God has given them the divine right
to populate the earth and control all of its assets as they see fit.
Kerns (1996) disagrees with this interpretation, and says that the true
interpretation of that passage is that Christians should be good stewards and
take care of and protect the Creator’s creation, not to rule or perfect it as older
interpretations indicate. The former, and most common, interpretation of that
passage leads to a dominion approach to nature when humankind is instructed
to modify nature and to rule over it. As shown by Tarakeshwar et al. (2001),
literal interpretations of the Bible, and in passages such as the one above, enable
individuals who take on the dominion role to exhibit concern for the
environment. Respondents who take on this dominion outlook as it relates to
nature are most likely to believe that humans are more important than nature,
that human actions do not impact nature, are less willing to invest in protecting
the environment, and more likely to resist environmental causes (Kerns 1996;
Tarakeshwar et al. 2001).
As Kay and Brown (1985) report, the early Mormon Church made the
appeal that locally insufficient production could be made adequate through the
application of technologies and alternative land uses. Mormons believe the earth
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was created for humans to use, and see worldly things as not inherently bad so
long as wealth is controlled (Kay and Brown 1985). In seeing themselves as
tenents on earth, Mormons have an optimistic attitude towards nature with
stewardship as the basis for resource conservation and care for the earth (Kay
and Brown 1985; Kearns 1996). As stated by Kay and Brown (1985), Church
leaders saw God’s good favor in beautiful scenery and productive, well tended
farms. However, this belief did not prevent harmful land use during earlier
times, as the Mormons had little knowledge of the unfamiliar landscape and its
carrying capacity (Kay and Brown 1985). The belief that Christians should be
stewards to the land, not dominators of it, is at the core of the Mormon belief, but
is not always interpreted in that way (Kay and Brown 1985; Foltz 2000).
In a 1991 report on the environmental policies of the thirty largest
Christian denominations in the United States the Mormon Church was ranked in
the lowest category, equivalent to mandated inaction on environmental concerns
(Foltz 2000). Many Mormon scholars and representatives, including former
United States Congressman Wayne Owens and writer Thomas Alexander, have
noted that the Mormon doctrine is pro-environmental but that the actual
interpretation of that message does not follow its true intent and is often
disregarded among members of the Church (Foltz 2000). According to Foltz
(2000), Utahans tend to see environmental protection legislation as outside
interference and a threat to private property. Additionally it has been reported
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that the environmental issue is not a religious one and that problems
concerning nature are western issues, not church issues (Foltz 2000).
Wright et al. (2003) found in their study of the population over the age of
55 in Washington County, Utah that religious affiliation presented significant
differences as it related to environmental attitudes and concerns. Respondents
who were affiliated with the Mormon Church were less likely to have an active
social concern, and to believe that things will work themselves out (Wright et al.
2003).

In the same study, the authors found that respondents who did not

identify with any religious affiliation were supportive and positive about
environmental issues (Wright et al. 2003). More simply put, affiliation with the
Mormon Church was said to make people less likely to participate in social
activities such as protests or petitions to improve or protect the environment.
Additionally, respondents associated with the Mormon Church were least likely
to ascribe responsibility for protecting the environment, and were the least likely
religious group to be aware of the environmental consequences of their actions,
or inactions, as the case may be.
In a 2004 study that compared the Mormon population located in Utah’s
Cache Valley to the general public (as measured by the General Social Survey);
Hunter and Toney (2004) found that Mormons appeared to be more
environmentally concerned than the general public, but less likely to think
economic growth was harmful to the environment. That same study found that
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while Latter-day Saints were more likely to believe that individuals could
make an impact in regards to the environment, the general population was more
likely to actually make efforts to do what is right for the environment regardless
of time or cost issues (Hunter and Toney 2004). This same study concluded that
while the Mormon population generally expressed more concern for the
maintenance of the environment and more faith in an individual’s ability to
make a difference than the general public, members of the general public were
more likely to actually participate in activities that had a positive outcome for the
environment.
As discovered by Hunter and Toney (2004), early Mormon documents
stated that the Earth had been cursed with thorns and thistles that humans
should transform into a “productive Edenic state” for redemption. The belief in
“Mormon Millennialism” is the commonly held belief among Mormons that
humans are to have dominance over the earth and that a paradise awaits them
(Hunter and Toney 2004). As is evident by the popular Mormon belief of “spirit
children”, a large portion of Mormons are not concerned with one of the largest
environmental concerns, overpopulation. Spirit children are large numbers of
souls who are waiting to be born into this world, and Mormon doctrine suggests
it is the duty of married couples to bring these souls down to live on earth (Foltz
2000).
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Similarly, Brehm and Eisenhauer (2006) support that conclusion in their
research, which showed Mormon affiliation to be associated with less support for
conservation issues and preserving roadless areas. This response could be due to
the fact Mormons express that they like the fact that they have the ability to make
a living off of the land, and have a tendency to support traditional, multiple-use
land management practices (Brehm and Eisenhauer 2006). Respondents who
had an affiliation with the Mormon Church were also more supportive of the
county commission as a decision making body regarding land and resource use
than respondents who did not have an affiliation with the Church.
The research outlined above has made a clear statement about the
direction of the relationship between religion, particular the Mormon religion,
and environmental concern, with each study finding a negative relationship
between the two. In addition, very little of the research done on the influence of
religion in terms of environmental issues has focused on the topic of public land
use and management. As it was stated in Foltz (2000), there is an undeniable
political influence of Mormonism in Utah that those debating wilderness and
conservation issues are not fully aware of. Improved knowledge of the
correlation that the dominant Mormon culture has with orientations towards
public land uses would undoubtedly benefit those in decision making positions.
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CONCLUSION
With more research in all of these areas, more substantial evidence can be
accumulated to pinpoint the sociodemographic characteristics that are most
influential in determining a person’s opinions about public land use.
With knowledge that public lands and resources can be managed in ways
that are more in line with people’s desires, the variables I am looking at could
add insight as to what key individual sociodemographic characteristics have the
largest associations with on opinions about such matters. My findings may
differ from what has been previously found because previous research has been
based primarily on environmental attitudes or behaviors, not on land use or
public land management preferences.
Research Questions
The overarching question that this project has been designed to answer is
whether or not there is a set of sociodemographic characteristics that can be
identified and applied to accurately predict people’s public land use and
management preferences. To answer that question I have asked several subquestions related to the characteristics I believe to be most important in the state
of Utah.
1. Will a person’s age be correlated with their preferences regarding
public land use and management?
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2. Will a person’s sex be related to their preferences regarding public
land use and management?
3. Will a person’s level of education be correlated with their preferences
regarding public land use and management?
4. Will a person’s household income be correlated with how they would
like to see public lands managed and used?
5. Will how long a person has lived in a local area be correlated with
their preferences regarding public land use and management?
6. Will the type of county (rural or urban) that a person lives in be
correlated with their preferences regarding public land use and
management?
7. Will a person’s religious affiliation be correlated with their preferences
regarding public land use and management?
Hypotheses/Expected Relationships
1. Age will be negatively related to preservationist preferences towards
public land use.
Most of the research in the field of age and environmental concern has
pointed in the direction of younger individuals showing more interest in
protecting the environment than older individuals. Evidence generally
shows that younger age groups exhibit the highest levels of environmental
concern. The literature is clear that the strongest and most consistent level of
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environmental concern is found among people under the age of 45,
although some literature suggests that 30 is the age where environmental
concern begins to shift. A common answer as to why this shift occurs in
middle-aged individuals is that life cycle events consume their time and
energy, and that in this age range individuals become more concerned about
economic situations than environmental conditions.
2. Females will be more preservationist in their public land use and
management preferences than males.
The literature has produced mixed results; some research indicates that
women are more environmentally concerned, but other research suggests that
there is no relationship between sex and environmental concern.
Traditionally women have been seen as having more environmental concern
because of the family role that they played as a nurturer; some research also
suggests women have a deeper connection to the natural world than their
male counterparts.
3. The higher an individual’s level of education, the more likely they will
be to have a preservationist attitude towards public land use and
management.
Previous research has shown that more highly educated people have a
greater tendency to express environmental concern. A common explanation
for this occurrence is that more educated people have more worldly exposure
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to ideas and events than those respondents who have little or no education.
Additionally, respondents who possess little formal education are more likely
to be dependent on extractive jobs than those with a higher level of education;
making them more likely to favor a utilitarian belief over that of preservation.
4. Income level will have a positive relationship with public land use
preferences; individuals in higher income categories will be more
likely to prefer preservation than those in the lower levels.
There are mixed findings in the research, but a majority of previous
studies found that respondents in higher income brackets tend to be more
preservation-oriented than are those occupying lower income brackets. There
are several explanations offered for this; including the fact that those with
more money often have more opportunities to enjoy scenery and access to
more knowledge about land use issues and concerns. Other explanations
could involve a combination of other characteristics that include not just
income, but also other related attributes that help to shape a respondent’s
preferences, most of which are being tested in the other research questions.
5. Newcomers to an area will be more likely to have a preservationist
attitude towards public land use than long-term residents.
There is a vast amount of literature available that looks at the differences
between long-term residents and newcomers to an area. Although the
literature is not always consistent about what length of residency makes a
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respondent a “long-term” resident or a “newcomer,” the literature does
agree that the different categories of people tend to have different opinions
about the way the land should be used and how the natural environment fits
into their daily lives. The trends reported in the literature focusing on
amenity migration patterns show that newcomers to such areas are generally
attracted to that area because of aesthetic beauty and availability of outdoor
recreation opportunities. On the other hand, long-term residents are more
embedded in the traditions of the area, which in most cases within the West
includes utilitarian uses of the land.
6. Individuals who live in rural (nonmetropolitan) counties will have a
more utilitarian land use preference than those individuals who live in
urban (metropolitan) counties.
The research has shown a general tendency for people who live in urban
regions to participate in more environmentally friendly activities. The
rationalization for this is simply put, exposure. The literature is fairly
consistent in its findings that urban residents are more aware of
environmental problems than rural residents. Additionally, rural residents
were generally found to feel that humans have the right to dominate and
control the natural environment. Those findings combined lead to the
hypothesis that urban residents are more likely to have a preservationist

42

attitude towards the use and management of public lands and resources
than rural residents.
7. Individuals associated with the Mormon Church will be more
utilitarian in their public land use preferences than those respondents
who are not associated with the Mormon Church.
The literature shows a very direct and nearly unquestioned line between
conservative and fundamental religious beliefs and a more utilitarian (or
dominion orientated) belief in mankind’s relation to the environment. More
specific studies that focused on the Mormon religion have shown that
members of the Mormon Church are less likely to participate in activities that
benefit the environment and are more likely to believe in economic growth
having little or no negative impact on the natural environment. Additionally,
members of the Mormon Church who interpret the Bible as a literal meaning
see it as their duty to mold the Earth and make it into their version of Zion, or
paradise.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS
DATA COLLECTION METHODS
For this research, data will be used that were collected as part of a
separate and larger project conducted by a team of faculty at Utah State
University. Although the data were collected for a different purpose, parts of
this data set line up with the focus of this research. The intended purpose of the
data upon collection was to assess the ways in which Utah residents utilize,
interact with, and think about public lands and public land management issues
(Krannich 2008). The related focus of this thesis is to look at how public land use
preferences of Utah residents may be related to selected social and demographic
characteristics.
The tool used to collect the data analyzed in this research was a statewide
mail survey conducted in 2007. Mailing addresses of potential respondents were
randomly selected by a commercial survey sampling firm [Survey Sampling
International]. The sample size set by the research team weighted metropolitan
areas heavier than nonmetropolitan counties, because of the larger populations
of those areas; the initial sampling strategy targeted 588 randomly selected
households in metropolitan counties, and 353 households in all nonmetropolitan
counties (Krannich 2008). The research team sent out five waves of mail: a prenotification letter; an initial survey packet with cover letter; questionnaire and
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detailed Utah map; a reminder postcard; and two subsequent mailings of full
survey packets to non-respondents. These procedures produced an overall
response rate of 45.5% and a final sample size of 2,338 respondents (Krannich
2008).
In some low-population rural counties the effective sample size was
reduced from the level initially targeted due to an inability of the commercial
sampling firm to provide the requested number of addresses. In addition, in
some rural counties the effective sample size was further reduced due to
substantial numbers of invalid addresses or addresses that did not allow for mail
delivery. The latter issue was particularly common in situations where the street
address provided for sampled households produced a mail delivery failure due
to the use of post office boxes rather than individual street address delivery in
some rural and small town settings (see Krannich 2008). These sample size
reductions, when combined with modest survey response rates, produced
problems with small numbers of cases from several of Utah’s rural counties that
limit the ability to conduct analyses at the level of those individual counties.
However, the overall numbers of cases for the combined statewide sample and
for groupings of multiple counties are large enough to provide reasonable
confidence in the accuracy of survey-based statistical estimates.
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MEASURING KEY CONCEPTS
Dependent Variable
The survey questionnaire (see Appendix A) included a number of
questions that were designed to address attitudes and preferences about public
land use and management. Responses to these multiple questions provide a
basis for determining the extent to which survey respondents express more
“utilitarian” orientations or more “preservationist” orientations regarding public
land use and management. Because no single survey question can adequately
measure a concept as complex as “attitudes and preferences regarding public
land management,” several questionnaire items will be used to create a land use
preference index that will be the dependent variable.
A multiple-item question included in the survey instrument asked the
respondents to indicate whether they felt land managers should reduce or
increase the extent to which various activities occur on Utah’s public lands (see
Appendix A, question 15). Several of the activities referenced in this question
dealt specifically with either commodity production or resource protection,
including: mineral exploration and extraction, timber harvest, exploration
for/development of oil and gas, livestock grazing, designation of wilderness
areas, protection of important fish/wildlife habitat, protection of endangered
species, use of controlled burns to improve ecological conditions, designation of
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wild and scenic rivers, and developing water storage and delivery systems to
meet the needs of nearby communities. These items are examined analytically as
candidates for creation of a multiple-item summated rating scale that will
provide a single composite measure of survey respondents’ attitudes regarding
the preferred uses of Utah’s public lands.
A factor analysis was performed on the eleven items. The results of the
factor analysis are shown in Table 1 below. The table shows that originally three
factors were derived from the original eleven variables. A closer look reveals
that most of the variables load heavily on only one of these factors, and in that
component there are several items that load very weakly. For this reason, a
second factor analysis was conducted using only those items that loaded above
.500 on the original factor analysis. This process produced two factors (Table 2)
with a very strong loading of all individual items on the first component. To
adjust for the negative loadings of the three items that were worded in a way
implying orientations opposite of the direction implied by the other items, I
reverse coded these three items so that the individual item scores were all
directionally consistent.
Next, an item analysis was performed to see how the seven items related
to each other. Table 3 shows the results of the item-to-corrected-total correlation
analysis; all of the correlation coefficients are positive and of substantial
magnitude.
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Table 1. Factor Analysis for Eleven Variables
Component Matrixa

Q15.1 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: mineral exploration and extraction

Component
1
2
3
.773 .272 .206

Q15.2 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: timber harvest

.746

Q15.3 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: designation of wilderness areas

-.747

.304

.150

Q15.4 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: exploration or development of oil and gas

.751

.277

.265

Q15.5 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: protection of important fish/wildlife habitat

-.693

.418

.081

Q15.6 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: protection of endangered species

-.762

.338

.153

Q15.7 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: controlled burns

-.050

.591 -.607

Q15.8 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: thinning of forests to reduce fire risk

.318

.585 -.476

Q15.9 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: livestock grazing

.459

.400

.223

Q15.10 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: designation of wild and scenic rivers

-.678

.450

.194

.252

.423

.523

Q15.11 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: developing water storage and delivery systems to
meet the needs of nearby communities

.288 -.074
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Finally, the reliability test was run on the summed scale using the seven items,
producing a Cronbach’s alpha of .865. As is detailed in Table 3, the alpha
coefficient was reduced if any of the component items was dropped from the
scale, further reinforcing the contribution of each item to the composite measure.
This shows how strongly the items fit together to create a composite measure
representing a single underlying construct.
The questions used to create the final index include whether or not public
land managers should reduce, increase or leave unchanged the following
activities on Utah’s public lands: mineral exploration and extraction; timber
harvest; designation of wilderness areas; exploration for/development of oil and
gas; protection of important fish/wildlife habitat; protection of endangered
species; and designation of wild and scenic rivers. Scale values ranged from 7,
which represents a totally utilitarian preference for public land use, to 35, which
represents a totally preservationist preference for public land use.
Using a composite scale will not help to answer specific questions
regarding land use, as the different component items included in such scales
each asks about a different specific issues. Rather, such scales are useful when
the goal is to provide a more general and broad-based understanding of the
situation or topic of concern, in this case, the general orientations and preferences
of Utah residents with respect to uses and management of public lands. Also, as
has been discussed in detail by Spector (1991), properly constructed composite
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scales can enhance both the reliability and validity of measurement,
particularly when the variables in question involve complex attitudes, values, or
opinions.

Table 2. Factor Analysis for the Seven Items

Q15.1 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: mineral exploration and extraction

Component
1
2
-.746
.527

Q15.2 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: timber harvest

-.711

.431

Q15.3 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: designation of wilderness areas

.779

.306

Q15.4 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: exploration or development of oil and gas

-.723

.505

Q15.5 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: protection of important fish/wildlife habitat

.733

.387

Q15.6 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: protection of endangered species

.797

.308

Q15.10 Public land managers should reduce or increase
extent of: designation of wild and scenic rivers

.734

.404
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Table 3. Item Analysis Results for Seven-Item Scale Measuring Public Land
Management Preferences
Scale
Scale
Cronbach's
Mean if
Variance Corrected
Alpha if
Item
if Item
Item-Total
Item
Deleted
Deleted Correlation
Deleted
Reduce or increase
20.2096
22.433
.656
.844
mineral exploration and
extraction
Reduce or increase extent
of timber harvest recoded

20.0266

23.269

.609

.850

Public land managers
should reduce or increase
extent of: designation of
wilderness areas

19.9592

21.307

.670

.842

Reduce or increase extent
of exploration or
development of oil and
gas

20.4308

21.431

.616

.851

Public land managers
should reduce or increase
extent of: protection of
important fish/wildlife
habitat

19.3603

23.691

.621

.849

Public land managers
should reduce or increase
extent of: protection of
endangered species

19.6692

21.459

.692

.838

Public land managers
should reduce or increase
extent of: designation of
wild and scenic rivers

19.7210

23.233

.621

.849
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Independent Variables
Age: The age variable was asked in the survey instrument as the year a
respondent was born. Age, in years, was calculated by subtracting the responses
from the year the survey was administered (2007). From that point the age
variable was recoded into six ordinal categories: 30 years of age and under; 3141; 41-50; 51-60; 61-70; and 71 and older. The recoding was done exclusively for
the purpose of univariate and bivariate analyses. Age will be reverted back to its
original form as an interval level variable when the regression analysis is
performed.
Sex: The variable of sex was directly asked in the survey and measured as
either male (0) or female (1). No recoding of any kind was needed for the sex
variable because of its binary nature.
Education: Level of education is measured by the highest level of education
attained across six ordinal categories of: less than a high school degree (1); high
school degree or GED (2); some college (3); a 2 year technical/associate degree(4),
4 year college degree (BA/BS) (5), and Advanced degree (Master’s, JD, MD, PhD)
(6). This variable was recoded into just four categories by combining the
categories less than high school with high school; and the category of some
college with 2 year technical degree. The recoding made sense because the
category of less than high school contained too few cases to support analysis.
Combining the categories of some college and 2 year technical degree seemed
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logical since both classifications offered an educational attainment beyond
high school, but less than a four-year degree with no distinctive cut-off point.
Household Income:

A respondent’s total household income level was

measured by asking them to report annual pre-tax income for 2006. Responses
were measured across nine income categories: less than $15,000 (1), $15,000 to
$24,999 (2), $25,000 to $34,999 (3), $35,000 to $49,999 (4), $50,000 to $74,999 (5),
$75,000 to $99,999 (6), $100,000 to $149,999 (7), $150,000 to $200,000 (8), and
$200,000 or more (9). Household income was recoded to combine categories 1
and 2 together as well as categories 8 and 9. The number of responses falling into
the four categories were comparatively small, so combining them made sense in
terms of creating categories with a sufficient number of cases for comparison
purposes.
Length of Residence: How long a respondent had lived in their current
county of residence was measured with a question that provided five possible
answer choices: less than two years (1), two to five years (2), six to ten years (3),
ten to twenty years (4), and more than twenty years (5). Length of residence was
recoded to combine categories 1 and 2. Combining the two categories to form
the new category of five years or less was necessary because the category or less
than two years contained few responses.
Rural-Urban Residence Classification: The county of residence was directly
asked with a blank answer slot for respondents to fill in. Each of Utah’s 29
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counties was subsequently classified according to the United State Department
of Agriculture Economic Research Service’s 2003 Rural-Urban Continuum
(Economic Research Service 2004). This scheme classifies counties by the
population size of their metropolitan area or, in the absence of a metropolitan
area the degree of urbanization and adjacency to a metropolitan area. Counties
are categorized on a nine-point scale with a type 1 county being the most
metropolitan and a type 9 county being the most rural (Economic Research
Service 2004).
Although the Economic Research Service classification scheme provided
an excellent foundation for county classification in this research, some alterations
were made. Specifically four counties, highlighted in Table 4, that were initially
classified as type 2 metropolitan areas were later recoded as type 4 counties. The
reclassification made sense based on researcher knowledge of the areas. Each of
these was originally classified as a type 2 primarily due to commuter patterns, as
all of them are adjacent to a type 2 metropolitan “core” county and depend
highly on the economy of those counties. However, given the relatively small
populations and the absence of large urban places in each of these counties, these
four counties are much more similar to other metropolitan-adjacent type 4
counties like Box Elder County than they are to the type 2 metropolitan counties.
The counties that were reclassified were: Juab, Morgan, Summit, and Tooele.
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Table 4. County Classification

County name

2003 Ruralurban
continuum
code

Description

Beaver County

9

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, not adj. to metro area

Box Elder County

4

Nonmetro county with urban population of
20,000 or more, adjacent to a metro area

Cache County

3

County in metro area of fewer than 250,000
population

Carbon County

7

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Daggett County

8

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, adj. to metro area

Davis County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population

Duchesne County

6

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, adjacent to a metro area

Emery County

9

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, not adj. to metro area

Garfield County

9

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, not adj. to metro area

Grand County

7

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Iron County

4

Nonmetro county with urban population of
20,000 or more, adjacent to a metro area

Juab County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population

Kane County

6

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, adjacent to a metro area

Millard County

7

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Morgan County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population
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Table 4. County Classification (continued).
Piute County

9

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, not adj. to metro area

Rich County

8

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, adj. to metro area

Salt Lake County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population

San Juan County

7

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Sanpete County

6

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, adjacent to a metro area

Sevier County

7

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Summit County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population

Tooele County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population

Uintah County

7

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Utah County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population

Wasatch County

6

Nonmetro county with urban population of
2,500-19,999, adjacent to a metro area

Washington
County

3

County in metro area of fewer than 250,000
population

Wayne County

9

Nonmetro county completely rural or less than
2,500 urban population, not adj. to metro area

Weber County

2

County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million
population
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The Economic Research Service classification scheme for Utah includes
seven of the nine possible categories. For the purpose of having adequate
numbers of cases in various categories to support analytic comparisons, those
counties that were classified as an 8 or a 9 were combined into one group. The
same is true for counties classified as a 6 or a 7. Individually, those groups
contained too few respondents to be sufficient in size for comparison to the other
groups in the bivariate analysis. Table 5 shows the final percentages of survey
respondents and statewide population across these county categories after
recoding the highlighted counties and collapsing the above categories.
Religious Affiliation: Religion is operationalized through the question:
“What is your religious affiliation, if any?” The original answer categories
included: Buddhist, Catholic, Jewish, Latter-day Saint, Protestant (Baptist,
Episcopalian, Lutheran, Methodist, etc.), Other, and None. The “other” category
was supplied with a marker for the respondent to fill in for themselves. For the
purpose of this research, religious affiliation will be recoded into three
categories: Latter-day Saint, Other Religion, and None. Recoding the religion in
this way allows me to compare respondents who declare themselves a Latter-day
Saint against those who affiliate with any other religion, as well as those who do
not affiliate with any religion. This approach will provide for a focus on the
ways in which those affiliated with Utah’s dominant religion may differ from
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those with other or no religious orientations with respect to attitudes about
public land management.

Table 5. Distribution of Survey Respondents and of Statewide Total
Population Across Collapsed County Classification
Percent of
Respondents in
Classification

Percent of State
Population in
Classification

County with a metro area 250,000
to 1 million

75.4%

76.2%

County with a metro area less
than 250,000

9.2%

8.1%

Non-metro county with an urban
population or 20,000 or greater

7.7%

7.3%

Non-metro county with an urban
population of 2,500 - 19,000

6.6%

7.1%

Completely rural county with an
urban population less than 2,500

1.1%

1.3%

County Classification

ANALYSIS
The analysis for this thesis will be presented in three parts. Findings will
be reported beginning with a series of univariate analyses, followed by a series of
bivariate analyses, and lastly a multiple regression analysis.
The univariate analyses will allow for an overview of the extent to which
Utahans express more or less “utilitarian” or “preservationist” orientations
regarding public land management based on the response patterns for the
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composite scale that was created and used as the dependent variable in this
thesis. Univariate analyses will also be used to provide a descriptive snapshot of
what the sample population looks like based on response patterns for the seven
independent variables used for this thesis.
Bivariate analyses will be conducted to examine the relationship between
each of the independent variables and the dependent variable. Crosstabulations
(with respondent age and the scale used to measure the dependent variable
collapsed into 4-5 categories) will be employed to compare the independent
variables against the dependent variables. Additionally, appropriate measures
of association such as Pearson’s chi square test of independence and Cramer’s V
will be used to show not only the presence of association between the variables,
if an association exists, but also the direction and strength of that association. For
the purposes of this research I will consider a Cramer’s V of .05 or less to indicate
the presence of a trivial relationship, .051-.149 to indicate the presence of a weak
relationship, and anything above a .150 as indicating a modest relationship.
Finally, multiple regression analysis will be conducted to allow for the
assessment of the extent to which the hypothesized relationships between the
several independent variables and the dependent variable do or do not exist
when relationships involving all of the independent variables are considered at
the same time. Since it is more likely that the independent variables have a
combined influence on a respondent’s attitude and preference towards public
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land use and management; the multiple regression analysis will provide a
more nuanced picture of how the independent variables jointly relate to the
dependent variable.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS
The univariate analyses are very telling as to the composition of the
sample of survey participants. Knowing the make-up of the sample is important
to this research, as it provides a basis for determining generalizability. If the
sample does not resemble the actual state population of Utah the information
may not be accurately representative of the state as a whole. For this comparison
estimates from data reported by the United States Census Bureau for the current
population will be used where appropriate. Univariate results can be viewed in
Table 6.
Utilitarian-Preservationist Scale
The scale created for this thesis from seven items included in the survey
questionnaire was divided for analysis purposes into five different categories:
strong utilitarian; weak utilitarian; neutral; weak preservationist; and strong
preservationist. The scale was recoded in this matter to highlight the general
response patterns in the univariate analysis, and to allow for the use of the scale
in bivariate analyses that use crosstabulation methods.
The categories were derived based on the numerical values originally
measured response to each individual item. Responses reflecting a “strong
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utilitarian” preference on the original scale were valued as a 1 or a 2. With
seven items included in the summated scale, scale sums falling between 7 and 14
were categorized as indicative of a “strong utilitarian” orientation. Scale scores
ranging from 15-20 were categorized as representing a “weak utilitarian”
orientation, because a respondent would have had to select a response value
higher than 2 on one or more of the component items to generate such scores,
meaning that they were primarily but not exclusively utilitarian in their
preferences. All total values that equaled 21 were categorized as indicating a
“neutral” perspective on public land resource management; while this is not to
say that the respondent answered every question with a value of 3, their total
score placed them exactly in the middle of the preservationist - utilitarian
distribution measured by the scale. Respondents with a total score ranging from
22 to 27 were categorized as exhibiting “weak preservationist” tendencies as
their answers to component items were primarily above the neutral and
utilitarian categories. The category of “strong preservationist” is made up of
respondents whose total scale scores ranged from 28 to 35, meaning that they
answered most or all of the items with a preservationist preference.
The distribution of scale scores as represented by this categorization
scheme is illustrated in Figure 1. It is important to note that only 26.5% of
respondents fell into the extreme categories; with 4.8% classified as “strong
utilitarian” and 21.7% as “strong preservationist.” A majority (63.6%) of
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respondents fell into the moderate categories; with 25.4% exhibiting “weak
utilitarian” tendencies and 38.2% exhibiting “weak preservationist” tendencies.
Only 9.8% of respondents fell into the “neutral” category. The distribution of
this variable reinforces findings reported previously by Durrant and Shumway
(2004), who found that negative preservation attitudes are associated with
feelings that the costs of preserving and protecting land outweigh the perceived
benefits. As will be discussed later, a higher percentage of those participating in
the survey conducted as part of the current study live in Utah’s metropolitan
areas, and as such are less likely to anticipate serious effects on either local
economic conditions or on the ability to pursue locally valued land uses than are
those living in more rural areas where land and resource management activities
involving Utah’s public lands are more immediate and local concern.

Strong
Preservationist
21.7%

Strong Utilitarian
4.8%
Weak Utilitarian
25.4%

Weak
Preservationist
38.2%

Neutral
9.8%

Figure 1. Public Land Use Preference Distribution
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Age
The age distribution of the sample is as follows: 6.2% of the respondents
were 30 years of age or younger; 15.3% were between the ages of 31 and 40;
18.5% were between the ages 41 and 50; 22.6% were ages 51 to 60; 18.7% were
between the ages of 61 and 70; and 18.6% of the sample were 71 years of age or
older. For comparison purposes, the 2005-2007 American Community Survey
(U.S. Census Bureau 2007) was used. The census does not use the same
categories as this research; so only a coarse data comparison is possible. The
closest comparison is 18-60 on the survey which equals 62.6%, the census data
reports that approximately 81.5% of the state population age 20 and older falls
between the ages of 20 and 59. Given the non-exact nature of the comparison,
the difference suggests that the survey data may slightly underrepresent of the
actual state population falling between the ages of 18 and 60.
Sex
As derived from the sample data, 68.1% of the sample reported
themselves as being male, and 31.9% reported themselves as female. This differs
considerably from the census data which reports that 49.6% of the state
population is female, leaving 50.4% reported as male (U.S. Census Bureau 2007).
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Level of Education
The level of education breaks down as follows: 17.3% of survey
participants reported having a high school diploma or a GED or less; 36.1%
reported having some college or a two-year technical or associates degree; 28.2%
report having a four-year degree; and the remaining 18.4% reported having an
advanced degree. The census data indicate that 36.3% of the population 25 years
and older had a high school degree or less; 35.5% had some college or an
associates degree; 19.2% had a 4-year degree; and 9.0% had an advanced degree
(U.S. Census Bureau 2007). In general, the survey-based sample appears to be
better educated than is true for the statewide population overall.

Household Income
The collected data show that 12.4% of respondents made less than $24,999
in 2006; 9.0% made between $25,000 and $34,999; 14.9% made between $35,000
and $49,999. Continuing up the income brackets, 26.6% of respondents reported
earning between $50,000 and $74,999; 16.6% reported earning between $75,000
and $99,999; 13.5% reported earning between $100,000 and $149,999; 6.9%
reported earning $150,000 or more a year. As reported in the American
Community Survey 18.7% of the population make less than $25,000; 11.3% make
between $25,000 and $34,999; 16.4% make between $35,000 and $49,999; 22.4%
make between $50,000 and $74,999; 13.8% make between $75,000 and $99,999;
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11.7% make between $100,000 and $149,999; and 5.8% make $150,000 or more
(U.S. Census Bureau 2007). While these percentages do not match up identically,
the distribution follows the same pattern in both sets of data, making the survey
data a fairly good representation of the actual population distribution with
respect to household income.

Length of Residency
The data shows that 13.7% of survey respondents had lived in their
county of residence for 5 or less years; 9.5% had lived in their county of residence
for 6-10 years; 17.5% had lived in their county of residence for 10-20 years; and
59.3% of respondents had lived in their county of residence for 21 years or
longer. Although a direct comparison across these categories is not possible, the
2007 American Community Survey data do show that 79.5% of the state
population lived in the same house they did one year prior to the survey, and an
additional 12.2% lived in a different house but in the same county, for a total of
91.7% of the population living in the same county. The survey data indicate that
97.7% of participants lived in the same county as two years prior. In general,
both data surveys indicate that most people have lived in the same area for
extended periods of time.
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Urban-Rural Residency
A significant majority of the survey respondents, 75.4%, lived in a
metropolitan area with a population between 250,000 and 1 million, as compared
to 76.2% of the total state population. The next largest percentage of
respondents, 9.2%, lived in metropolitan counties that have a population of less
than 250,000, compared to 8.1% of the state population. The remaining 15.4% of
respondents lived in non-metropolitan counties: 7.7% in counties with an urban
population of 20,000 or greater (compared to 7.3% of the total state population);
6.6% in counties with an urban population between 2,500 and 19,999 (compared
with 7.1% falling into the same category for the statewide population); and 1.1%
in counties with an urban population less than 2,500 (as compared to 1.3% for the
statewide population). The source for state data to compare rural and urban
residence was the Economic Resource Service data used to create the rural-urban
scale (Economic Research Service 2004).
Religious Affiliation
Nearly three-quarters (71.9%) of survey participants reported being a
Latter-day Saint [Mormon], 16.9% reported belonging to some other religion, and
11.2% reported no religious affiliation. Grammich (2004) reports that 77.1% of
Utahans report themselves as members of the Mormon Church. By that
comparison the survey data does provide a relative approximation of the actual
state distribution of religious affiliation in Utah.
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Table 6. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Respondents
Demographic Variable
Age
30 and Under
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71 and Older

Percentage of the Category Total
6.20%
15.30%
18.20%
22.20%
18.30%
18.30%

Sex
Male
Female

68.10%
31.90%

Education
High School or less
Some College or Technical Degree
4 Year Degree
Advanced Degree

17.30%
36.10%
28.20%
18.40%

Household Income
$24,999 or less
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$49,999
$50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999
$100,000-$149,999
$150,000 or more

12.40%
9.00%
14.90%
26.60%
16.60%
13.50%
6.90%

Length of Residence
5 years of less
6-10 years
11-20 years
21 years or more

13.70%
9.50%
17.50%
59.30%

Rural/Urban Status
Metro area 250,000-1 million
Metro area less than 250,000
Non-metro, urban population ≥ 20,000
Non-metro, urban population 2,500-19,000
Completely Rural

75.40%
9.20%
7.70%
6.60%
1.10%
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Table 6. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Respondents (continued)
Demographic Variable

Percentage of the Category Total

Religious Affiliation
Latter-day Saint
Other Religion
No Religion

71.90%
16.90%
11.20%

(N = 3796)

BIVARIATE ANALYSIS
Age
A negative association is hypothesized regarding the relationship between
age and orientation toward the uses of public lands and resources. The
observed relationship between a respondent’s age and their preference for public
land use was not as clear-cut as the hypothesis would suggest. Although the chisquared measure shows the relationship to be statistically significant, that can to
a substantial extent be attributed to the large sample size. The Cramer’s V
measure of .093 indicates that while a positive relationship does exist between
age and the land use preference measure, it is weak. Full results for this
comparison can be seen in Table 7.
An examination of data reported in Table 8 reveals that in general it is
older respondents who tend to be more utilitarian in their preferences for public
land use. For example, 3.4% of those aged 30 and under were defined at
“utilitarian” while between 5.2% and 7.8% of respondents in the three oldest age

2.5%

5.5%

5.2%

41-50

51-60

61-70

31.1%

28.2%

20.0%

24.1%

12.8%

5.8%

13.3%

8.0%

40.8%

33.3%

34.3%

38.7%

46.6%

2.4%

Male

Female

17.6%

Weak
Utilitarian
27.8
12.4%

Neutral
9.1%

X2=80.66; df=4; p<.001; Cramer’s V=.171; p<.001

Strong
Utilitarian
5.7%

Sex

36.0%

Weak
Preservationist
39.0%

31.6%

Strong
Preservationist
18.4%

Table 8. Public Land Use and Management Preference by Respondent’s Sex

71 and
7.8%
23.0%
10.1%
Older
X2= 95.04, df=20, p<.001; Cramer’s V = .093; p<.001

3.3%

31-40

680

Total
Number
of Cases
2083

18.2%

17.6%

26.1%

25.5%

18.0%

Table 7. Public Land Use and Management Preference by Respondent’s Age
Age
Strong
Weak
Weak
Strong
Group
Utilitarian
Utilitarian
Neutral
Preservationist
Preservationist
30 and
3.4%
19.5%
12.1%
43.6%
21.5%
Under

434

517

705

550

399

Total number
of cases
149
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brackets were so classified. On the other side of the scale, age-related
variations in expression of “strong preservationist” orientations were far less
obvious. The lowest percentage of respondents so classified occurred in the 3140, 61-70, and 71 and older age categories; while slightly higher percentages
occurred in the 30 and under, 41-50, and 51-60 age categories. In a more general
interpretation, the data show that a majority of respondents actually responded
in the “weak” categories with a tendency towards the “weak preservationist”
perspective. Clearly the relationship between age and orientation on the
utilitarian-preservationist scale is not entirely consistent.
Sex
As stated earlier in this thesis, the proposed relationship regarding sex
and preferred use and management regarding public lands hypothesized that
women would have a more preservationist orientation while men would be
more utilitarian. The numbers show that males do tend to have more of a
utilitarian preference regarding public land use, while females have a more
preservationist preference. The chi-squared value indicates a statistically
significant departure from independence in the relationship between the
variables, and the Cramer’s V value of .171 indicates that a modest relationship
exists.
Table 9 describes the relationship between respondent sex and their public
land use and management preference. The largest percentages of respondents,

5.0%

4.8%

4 year
Degree

Advanced
Degree

25.3%

25.4

25.4%

16.1%

8.5%

11.5%

X2=50.13; df=12; p<.001; Cramer’s V=.078; p<.001

5.0%

Some
College or a
Technical
Degree

29.8%

41.3%

40.3%

29.8%

19.8%

17.8%

Table 9. Public Land Use and Management Preferences by Respondent’s Level of
Education
Level of
Strong
Weak
Weak
Strong
Education
Utilitarian Utilitarian
Neutral
Preservationist
Preservationist
High
3.6%
24.0%
12.0%
38.3%
22.0%
School or
less

589

753

977

441

Total Number of
Cases

71

72

both male and female, were in the “weak” groups, not the more extreme
“strong” preservationist or utilitarian groups. However, women were much
more likely (31.6%) than men (18.4%) to fall into the “strong preservationist”
classification. Also, despite being more utilitarian than their female counterparts,
males were more preservationist than utilitarian in their orientation.
Level of Education
Earlier in this thesis, a positive relationship was hypothesized between
level of education and a respondent’s preference regarding the use and
management of public lands. Although the chi-square shows the relationship to
be significant, the low Cramer’s V of .078 suggests that although there is some
tendency for preservationist orientations to be more common among those with
higher education, the overall association between the variables is quite weak.
Table 10 displays a detailed view of the relationship between a
respondents’ levels of education and their public land use and management
preferences. The numbers do provide some support for the hypothesis that
education is positively correlated with a preservationist orientation towards land
use. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that individuals with advanced
(graduate) degrees are far more likely to exhibit “strong preservationist”
orientations (29.8%) than was the case with any of the other educational
attainment categories. At the same time, there appears to be virtually no
education-related variation in utilitarian orientation towards land use.

4.5%
4.8%
5.7%
6.4%
4.4%

$35,000- $49,999

$50,000-$74,9099

$75,000-$99,999

$100,000- $149,999

$150,000 or more

43.2%

22.0%

29.9%

21.5%

27.4%

26.5%

X2=90.53; df=24; p<.001; Cramer’s V=.093; p<.001

3.2%

$25,000-$34,999

6.6%

6.6%

10.0%

12.0%

7.0%

12.7%

19.7%

38.6%

36.0%

40.6%

43.0%

36.0%

26.2%

26.4%

18.4%

21.0%

18.2%

21.7%

Table 10. Public Land Use and Management Preferences by Respondent’s Level of
Income
Household Income
Strong
Weak
Weak
Strong
Utilitarian Utilitarian
Neutral
Preservationist Preservationist
$24,999 or less
4.2%
19.5%
12.6%
42.9%
20.7%

183

409

472

724

402

189

Total Number
of Cases
261

73
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Household Income
In the beginning of this thesis, it was hypothesized that income and a
preservationist orientation would be positively correlated. The relationship
between public land use and management preferences and respondents
household income is detailed in Table 11. As hypothesized, respondents in the
highest income bracket were more likely overall to have a preservationist
orientation. The chi-square value suggests a statistically significant relationship,
although the low Cramer’s V value of .093 suggests that the association between
the variables is weak.
The data show that respondents in the two highest income brackets were
most likely to exhibit strong preservationist orientations. At the same time there
are some countervailing tendencies; for example, those in the $100,000-$149,000
bracket were also most likely to express “strong utilitarian” orientations.
Although some incomes groups were more likely than others to have a
preservationist orientation towards public land use and management the
differences are generally slight. Also, across all of the income brackets
respondents were more oriented on the preservationist side of the scale rather
than the utilitarian side.

7.1%
4.4%

11-20 years

21 years or more

27.3%

26.4%

22.4%

X2=47.97; df=12; p<.001; Cramer’s V=.076; p<.001

3.0%

6-10 years

10.1%

11.9%

8.4%

36.1%

37.2%

48.9%

22.2%

17.3%

17.3%

Table 11. Public Land Use and Management Preferences by Respondent’s Length of
Residence
Length of
Strong
Weak
Weak
Strong
Residence
Utilitarian
Utilitarian
Neutral
Preservationist Preservationist
5 years or less
4.7%
18.3%
6.9%
42.2%
27.8%

1651

519

237

Total Number
of Cases
360

75

76

Length of Residence
The hypothesized relationship between length of residence and public
land use and management orientation was that longer-tem residents would tend
to express more utilitarian orientations then would be the case among newer inmigrants to Utah’s counties. According to the chi-square value, the relationship
between length of residence and preservationist orientation towards land is
statistically significant, again due in large part to the large number of cases. The
Cramer’s V value of .076 indicates that there is only a weak relationship between
the variables.
Table 12 below provides a detailed representation of the variation in land
management orientations across the length of residence categories. The data
show that respondents who have lived in their current location for a longer
period of time are less likely to have a preservationist orientation than are
respondents who had moved into the area within five years of the survey date.
This relationship also holds true to a more limited extent on the other end of the
scale, with respondents who reported living in their current area for twenty-one
years or longer being more utilitarian in orientation than those who had recently
moved to their area.

6.1%

9.4%

Completely rural
21.2%
45.5%
county with an urban
population less than
2,500
X2=120.14; df=16; p<.001; Cramer’s V=.104; p<.001

13.0%

Non-metro county with
an urban population of
2,500 – 19,000

30.0%

12.5%

12.0%

4.5%

Non-metro county with
an urban population of
20,000 more

31.6%

36.0%

6.6%

County with a metro
area less than 250,000

21.2%

27.5%

34.1%

32.7%

Table 12. Public Land Use and Management Preferences by Respondent’s County
Type
County Type
Strong
Weak
Weak
Utilitarian
Utilitarian
Neutral
Preservationist
County with a metro
3.5%
22.7%
9.4%
40.7%
area 250,000 -1 million

6.1%

11.5%

22.0%

26.5%

Strong
Preservationist
23.7%

33

200

223

272

Total Number
of Cases
2057

77
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County Type of Residence
The hypothesis regarding this variable stated that residents of nonmetropolitan counties would be more utilitarian in their orientation towards
public land use and management while residents living in metropolitan counties
would tend to express more preservationist orientations. A respondent’s county
of residence, as classified in this thesis, had a noticeable influence on their
location along the preservation-utilitarian scale. With a statistically significant
chi-square and a Cramer’s V of .104, the analysis suggests that a relationship
does exist between the two variables.
Table 13 presents the complete data comparison between public land use
and management preferences and the type of county a respondent lives in. In
general respondents who lived in metropolitan counties were most likely to
express a preservationist orientation toward public land management. For
example, among those that live in metropolitan counties with a population of
250,000 to 1 million residents, nearly one-fourth (23.7%) of respondents were
classified as “strong preservationist,” with an additional 4 out of ten (40.7%)
classified as “weak preservationist.” In contrast, residents in non-metropolitan
counties clearly were more likely to express utilitarian orientations towards land
use and management. Among those living in completely rural counties more
than 1 in 5 respondents (21.2%) were classified as “strong utilitarian,” and nearly
half (45.5%) were classified as “weak utilitarian.” Despite the fact that the overall
association as measured by Cramer’s V is not particularly strong, the numbers

p<.001

34.1%

No
3.2%
15.0%
4.5%
Religion
X2=227.27; df=8; p<.001; Cramer’s V=.206;

17.6%

35.3%

2.0%

8.1%

Other
Religion

43.3%

37.0%

314

459

Table 13. Public Land Use and Management Preference by Respondent’s Religious
Affiliation
Religious
Total
Affiliation
Strong
Weak
Weak
Strong
Number
Utilitarian Utilitarian Neutral Preservationist Preservationist of Cases
Latter-day
5.9%
28.9%
11.2%
39.5%
14.5%
1909
Saint
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show a distinct difference between the land management preferences of
metropolitan county residents and those of people living in non-metropolitan
counties.
Religious Affiliation
Earlier it was hypothesized that respondents who reported affiliation with
the Mormon Church would be more utilitarian in their orientation toward public
land use and management than respondents who were not associated with the
Mormon Church. Religious affiliation proved to be one of the more substantial
associations identified through bivariate analysis. With a statistically significant
chi-square value and a Cramer’s V of .206, there is a noteworthy relationship
between religious orientation and preferences regarding public land use and
management.
Table 14 presents a complete look at the relationship between public land
use and management preferences and a respondent’s religious affiliation.
Although respondents in all three religious categories were preservationist in
their overall orientation towards public land use and management, there were
noticeable differences across the three classifications. Respondents who
classified themselves as Latter-day Saint were substantially more likely to fall on
the utilitarian side [strong utilitarian or weak utilitarian] of the scale (34.8%) than
either those respondents reporting a religious affiliation other than Latter-day
Saint (19.6%) or those reporting no religious affiliation (18.2%). Also noteworthy,
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in the classifications of other religions and no religion, the percentage of people
in the strong preservationist group (37.0% and 43.3% respectively) outnumbers
that of those in the weak preservationist group (35.3% and 34.1%), suggesting
that those in non-Mormon religious and those without a religious affiliation
affiliations are stronger in their beliefs about how public lands should be used
and managed. There is a very clear trend in the data; moving from left to right,
Latter-day Saints have the highest percentage represented in every category
along the scale except for “strong preservationist” where the percentage of
Latter-day Saints is roughly half that of respondents affiliated with other
religions and nearly one-third of those respondents reporting no religious
affiliation.
SUMMARY OF BIVARIATE RESULTS
I will now review the original research expectations and the subsequent
findings based on crosstabular analysis. Table 15 also summarizes the
hypotheses and findings concerning each variable from this research.
With respect to the relationship between age and orientation towards the
use and management of public lands, it was hypothesized that older respondents
would have a more utilitarian orientation than younger respondents; and that
younger respondents would have a more preservationist orientation than older
respondents. Although the hypothesized relationship holds true in a statistical
sense, the actual relationship between age and a respondent’s orientation
towards public land use and management is unclear and inconsistent.
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Females were hypothesized to express a more preservationist orientation
towards public land use and management, and males to present a more
utilitarian orientation. This hypothesis was supported by the findings.
Table 14. Summary of Bivariate Results
Variable
Age

Hypothesis
A negative relationship was
hypothesized

Finding
The findings for this
variable are inconsistent,
and show little support for
the hypothesis

Sex

Females would have a more
preservationist orientation than males

Education

Higher education would be related to
a higher likelihood of a respondent
having a preservationist orientation

Household
Income

Higher household income would be
associated with a higher likelihood of
a respondent having a preservationist
orientation

A modest relationship was
found between the variables
in support of the hypothesis
A weak relationship was
present between the two
variables in support of the
hypothesis
The relationship between
these two variables was
found to be unclear and
inconsistent

Length of
Residence

The longer a respondent had lived in
the area, the more likely they were to
possess a more utilitarian orientation
compared to newer residents

A weak relationship was
found between the two
variables in support of the
hypothesis

County of
Residence

Residents of metropolitan counties
would be more likely to express a
preservationist orientation than
residents of non-metropolitan/rural
counties

A modest relationship was
found between the two
variables in support of the
hypothesis

Religious
Affiliation

Respondents who reported affiliation
with the Mormon Church would be
more utilitarian in their orientation
than respondents of any other, or no,
religious affiliation

The hypothesized
relationship was supported
by the findings

.211

Length of
Residency

County Type
of Residence

No Religious
Affiliation

.021

-.076

.052

-.239

Level of
Income

Religious
Affiliation,
not Mormon

-.095

-.088

--

Level of
Education

Sex

Age

Age

-.009

-.024

.021

-.063

-.203

-.103

--

-.088

Sex

-.092

-.044

-.012

-.154

.406

--

-.103

-.095

Level of
Education

-.088

.039

-.013

-.043

--

.406

-.203

-.239

Level of
Income

Table 15. Correlation Matrix for All Variables in the Analysis

-.029

.007

-.094

--

-.043

-.154

-.063

.211

Length of
Residency

.012

-.160

--

-.094

-.013

-.012

.021

.052

Religious
Affiliation,
not Mormon

-.005

--

-.160

.007

.039

-.044

-.024

-.076

No
Religious
Affiliation

--

-.005

.012

-.029

-.088

-.092

-.009

.021

County
Type of
Residence
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A higher education was hypothesized to be associated with having a
preservationist orientation while less education would be associated with a more
utilitarian orientation. A weak association was found between these two
variables that supported the hypothesized relationship.
It was hypothesized that higher household income would be associated
with a preservationist orientation towards public land use and management.
Although this relationship was shown to be true on the preservationist side of
the scale, it was not evident on the utilitarian side, nor was the relationship
consistent. At best the relationship between these two variables can be
considered unclear and inconsistent.
Longer-term residents were hypothesized to express a more utilitarian
orientation as it relates to public land use and management while newer
residents were to possess a more preservationist orientation. A weak
relationship was discovered between these two variables in support of the
hypothesis.
It was hypothesized that respondents who lived in metropolitan areas
would be more likely to express a preservationist orientation in regards to public
land use and management than their non-metropolitan counterparts. This
hypothesis was supported by the data. Finally, it was hypothesized that
respondents reporting affiliation with the Mormon Church would be more likely
to express a utilitarian orientation towards public land use and management
than those respondents who reported affiliation with any other religion, or those
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who reported no religious affiliation. This hypothesis was supported by the
data.
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS
A linear regression analysis approach is employed to test the combined
relationships of all the independent variables with the dependent variable of
orientation towards public land use and management in Utah. In order to make
use of a regression approach viable in the research, a number of steps were
taken. First, the age variable was returned to its original interval measurement
state. Also, length of residence was returned to include its original five
categories instead of the four categories used in the bivariate analysis.
Additionally, the rural-urban county classification variable was returned to
include the original seven categories present in the state. Lastly, the religious
affiliation variable was recoded into two dummy variables: religious affiliation,
other than Mormon and no religious affiliation; Mormon religious identity was
used as the reference category in the analysis.
Although it is an assumption of multiple regression that the variables
used be measured at interval/ratio levels, many of the variables used here are
coded at the ordinal level of measurement. Labovitz (1967) argues that certain
assumptions of statistics can be violated without drastically influencing the
results. That same article goes on to explain that the difference between ordinal
and interval/ratio level data with respect to regression statistics is quite small in
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comparison to difference between ordinal and nominal level measures , unless
the nominal variable is dichotomous (Labovitz 1967).
To address concerns of multicollinearity among the independent
variables, a correlation matrix was generated, the results of which can be viewed
below in Table 16. As can be seen, the correlation values are typically very low,
falling between .005 and .406. The most notable correlation is between level of
education and a respondent’s level of income. Given the relatively low
correlation coefficients, there is little reason to be concerned that
multicollinearity could be problematic for this analysis.
The results of the regression can be viewed in detail in Table 17 below.
This table shows the net influence of all the independent variables as predictors
of the dependent variable. In general, the standardized regression coefficients
indicate that three of the independent variables have noteworthy relationships
with the dependent variable: religious affiliation, the type of county a
respondent lives in, and a respondent’s sex.
Religious affiliation was dummy coded. The standardized coefficient for
religious affiliation other than Mormon is .221, while the coefficient for no
religious affiliation is .223. These were the highest coefficients found in the
regression, leading to the conclusion that religious affiliation acts as a major
influence on the residents of the state of Utah as it relates to their orientation
towards public land use and management. Net of the effect of all other variables
in the analysis, the expected score along the utilitarian-preservationist scale for
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Table 16. Multiple Regression of the Dependent Variable Measuring UtilitarianPreservationist Orientations on the Seven Independent Variables
Unstandardized
Coefficient (b)
23.796

Standard
Error
.782

Age

-.035*

.007

-.097

Sex

1.563*

.237

.125

.533*

.112

.097

-.244*

.068

-.075

-.098

.091

-.021

Religious Affiliation,
not Mormon

3.201*

.272

.221

No religious
affiliation

3.677*

.308

.223

-.615*

.069

-.164

(Constant)

Level of Education
Level of Income
Length of residency in
county

County type of
residence
Adjusted R2: 0.15; *p<.001

Standardized
Coefficients (B)
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Mormon respondents (i.e., the constant term) is 23.8. The expected score along
the same scale for those respondents who reported a religious affiliation other
than Mormon is 27.0 (e.g., the constant term or “reference” value plus the value
of the regression coefficient associated with the dummy variable representing
religious affiliation other than Mormon). Comparatively, the expected score
along the utilitarian-preservationist scale for those respondents reporting no
religious affiliation is 27.5. These regression coefficients support the findings
from the bivariate analysis; Mormon respondents are less likely to exhibit a
preservationist orientation towards public land use and management, while
those reporting no religious affiliation are the mostly likely to exhibit such an
orientation.
The type of county (metropolitan or non-metropolitan/rural) that a
respondent lives in was also an important predictor of their public land use
preference, with a standardized regression coefficient of -.164. Given that the
urban-rural continuum was coded so that most metropolitan was 1 and least
metropolitan was 7, the negative value of this regression coefficient indicates that
metropolitan respondents are more likely to exhibit a preservationist orientation
than are respondents who live in more rural counties. This finding supports the
association that was discovered during the bivariate analysis.
The sex variable produced a standardized coefficient of .125. This means
that women are more likely than men to have a preservationist orientation. This
result also supports the findings from the bivariate analysis.
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Age (-.097) and level of education (.097) were found to have modest, but
not trivial, relationships with the dependent variable. This supports the bivariate
findings that those in younger age groups and those who are more highly
educated are generally more likely to have a preservationist orientation towards
land use and management.
The relationship involving level of income was less clear, as the
standardized coefficient was just .075. While this is indicative of only a very
weak relationship between income and orientation toward land use and
management, the positive direction of the coefficient is consistent with the
bivariate finding that respondents with a higher income tend to be slightly more
preservationist in their orientation towards public land use and management.
Length of residency had the weakest relationship with the dependent
variable, as indicated by the standardized regression coefficient of just - .021. In
the presence of the influence of other independent variables, the relationship
involving length of residence is substantially trivial and statistically not
significant.
In combination; the seven independent variables account for only a
modest percentage of the variance in the dependent variable. As indicated by
the adjusted R2 value of .015, the independent variables explain just 15% of
variance, which leaves 85% not accounted for in this research. It is obvious that
there are other factors not considered in this analysis that could better, or more
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effectively, help explain variation in Utahans’ utilitarian-preservationist
orientations.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
PURPOSE
At the beginning of this thesis, two goals were set for the ensuing
research. Using the survey data that were collected, I set out to:
1. Provide a deeper sociological understanding of and knowledge
about Utah residents’ perspectives regarding public land use and
management
2. Provide practical and applicable knowledge that could be of use to
public land managers
In order to attain those goals, I carefully selected demographic and social
variables from the survey that would best aid in this endeavor. After I selected
variables that I thought would provide the best foundation to meet these goals, I
reviewed previous research that provided guidelines for developing relational
hypotheses. I created a multiple item scale to measure respondents’ orientations
regarding public land use and management with values ranging from strong
“utilitarian” to strong “preservationist.” Next, I ran several statistical analyses
on the variables in question to see which, if any, had meaningful associations
with this dependent variable.

VARIABLES AND ANALYSIS APPROACH
The dependent variable was a multiple-item summated rating scale with
values ranging from 7 to 35. On this scale lower scores represented a more
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utilitarian orientation and higher scores represented a more preservationist
orientation. Independent variables included: age, sex, level of education,
household income, length of residence, the type of county lived in, and religious
affiliation.
Both bivariate and multivariate statistics were employed in this thesis.
Cross-tabular tables and appropriate measures of association were used to
conduct bivariate analyses examining relationships between the independent
variables and the dependent variable. Multiple regression analysis was used to
explore the relationships between the dependent variables and all of the
independent variables simultaneously.

EXPECTED RELATIONSHIPS AND FINDINGS
Age
The age variable was predicted to have a negative association with a
preservationist orientation. In other words, older respondents would be less
likely to be preservationist in their orientation towards public land use and
management. The bivariate analysis revealed that although the association
between age and orientation is inconsistent, there is weak support for the
hypothesis. The regression analysis supports the findings of the bivariate
relationship, revealing a modest relationship between age and orientation
towards public land use and management.

93

Sex
It was hypothesized that females would have a more preservationist
orientation towards public land use and management than men. Both the
bivariate analysis and the multivariate results clearly support the hypothesis.
This is important for at least two reasons. First, public land use in Utah is
primarily dominated by men, who are more likely to engage in both economic
activities and outdoor recreation activities pursued in such areas. Also, most
state and county leaders in Utah oppose large-scale wilderness designation
(Durrant and Shumway 2004), and by inference would also tend to oppose a
prioritization of resource preservation more generally on the state’s public lands.
With that being said, it would seem safe to assume that the women’s
perspectives on the use and management of public lands in Utah are probably
less evident in public discourse about such issues as would occur if their voices
were fully represented.
Level of Education
A respondent’s level of education was hypothesized to have a positive
relationship with orientation towards public land use and management. More
simply put, those with more education were expected to exhibit more
preservationist orientations. Bivariate results provided modest support for the
hypothesis. The multiple regression analysis lends support to the bivariate
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results, revealing a slight but statistically significant tendency for individuals
with higher education to also express more preservationist orientations.
Level of Income
It was hypothesized that income would have a positive relationship with a
preservationist orientation towards public land use and management. The
bivariate analysis indicates that the relationship between these variables is
unclear and inconsistent. The regression analysis indicates that there is a weak
relationship between the two variables in the hypothesized direction but, the
relationship is trivial at best.
Length of Residence
Length of residence was hypothesized to have a negative relationship
with having a preservationist orientation towards public land use and
management. Basically, it was anticipated that newcomers to an area would be
more likely to express preservationist orientations than longer-term residents.
The bivariate analysis revealed a weak relationship between the variables in
support of the hypothesis. However, the regression analysis indicates that length
of residence has almost no relationship with orientations towards public land use
and management when the influence of other variables is considered in the
analysis. This is in contrast to the conclusion offered by Durrant and Shumway
(2004) who found that residents who lived in an area for less than 10 years were
more likely to support wilderness designation efforts while longer term residents
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preferred more access to protected areas and wanted those areas to be open to
energy and oil companies. That same research surmised that protected areas
were an important factor for respondents deciding to stay in or move to those
locations (Durrant and Shumway 2004). The difference in findings derived from
the current research is likely a result of a focus here on more broadly-defined
public land management perspectives, rather than on wilderness designation
specifically.
Urban-Rural County of Residence
It was hypothesized that residents of metropolitan counties would be
more preservationist in their orientation towards public land use and
management than their rural counterparts. Bivariate analysis showed that there
was a modest relationship between the type of county a respondent lives in and
their orientation towards public land use and management. Multiple regression
analysis not only supported the finding of the bivariate analysis, but suggests
that the urban-rural residence typology is, in fact, one of the most influential
variables considered in this research. This finding supports that of Durrant and
Shumway (2004) who concluded that respondents who were dependent on
extractive industries (and who as a result reside primarily in rural areas) were
less likely to support preservation efforts than respondents who were not
dependent on such industries.

96

Religious Affiliation
It was hypothesized that being a member of the Mormon Church would
be negatively associated with having a preservationist orientation towards public
land use and management. Bivariate results supported the hypothesis.
Respondents affiliated with a religion other than Mormon were more likely to
have a preservationist orientation than were Mormon respondents. Also,
respondents who did not affiliate with any religion were more likely than either
those affiliated with a religion other than Mormon, or those affiliated with the
Mormon Church to have a preservationist orientation. Multivariate analysis
confirmed the findings of the bivariate analysis.
As was previously discussed, the state of Utah is in large part dominated
by the Mormon religion (71.9 %). With nearly three-quarters of the state
adhering to the same religious doctrine, and more generally linked to a
“Mormon culture” associated with substantial political conservatism, it is not
difficult to understand why religion is related in important ways to Utahans’
perspectives on public land management.
MEETING THE OBJECTIVES
1.

The first objective of this thesis was achieved. A deeper sociological
understanding of and knowledge about public land management was
met. This thesis provided a greater understanding of how Utah residents
think public lands should be used and managed in the state of Utah. By
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understanding what factors influence respondents’ orientations towards
public land use and management in a localized area, there is an added
breadth of knowledge.
As was previously noted in Chapter 1, this is an important topic to look
into because of the turmoil that seems to have always plagued public land use
and management over recent decades in the American West. Despite the
economic diversification that has become widespread in the West, many
individuals and stakeholder organizations still emphasize the importance and
value of traditional extractive land uses. However, the contemporary debate is
not focused so much on which extractive industry (mining, farming, etc.) should
be prioritized, but rather whether extractive industries as a whole or more
preservationist and protective resource management regimes should be
prioritized. This research was conducted to develop a clearer understanding
about how Utahans view their contentious issues. In adding, the research was
designed to extend prior environmental schools of research addressing the
linkages between environmental attitudes and individual sociodemographic
attributes while focusing on more specific resource management issues in a
specific regional setting.
This research supports some of the previous literature, showing that
relationships involving demographic variables that tend to be associated with
global environmental concern are also associated with a more regionally relevant
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measure of public land use preferences. For example, an individual’s county
of residence played a significant role in shaping their orientations toward public
land use. At the same time, this research shows that in the state of Utah religious
affiliation is a very strong predictor of an individual’s orientation towards public
land use and management, a relationship that has not always been apparent in
more globally focused studies.
Interestingly, despite all of the relationships between sociodemographic
variables and public land use and management orientations, nearly all of the
observed relationships had one important thing in common. For almost all
categories on every independent variable, more individuals fell on the
preservationist side of the scale than on the utilitarian side. This in itself is an
important finding.
2.

The second objective of this thesis was also met. The goal of providing
practical knowledge that could be useful to public land managers was
provided through this research. Although the results are only truly
applicable in the state of Utah, this thesis provides public land managers
with a partial guide on the land use management preferences of the
public.
The findings of this thesis provide a general understanding of the land use

preferences of Utah Residents, and as such, provide land managers with an
empirically sound basis for assessing the overall state of public opinion on such
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issues. In addition, although the combined set of independent variables
accounted for only 15% of the variance in the dependent variable, having some
insight regarding the presence of even weak tendencies for preservationist of
utilitarian orientations to be more pronounced among certain types of residents
is better than having no insight about such situations at all.
This research adds more support for previous literature stating that
residence across various points on the rural-urban continuum is an important
factor influencing public orientations towards public land use management. It
would be helpful and appropriate for public land use managers to use this
information in their decision making and in their interactions with local publics.
The type of county they are making decisions about will be crucial, as rural
residents are more accepting of utilitarian uses than are residents of metropolitan
counties. Knowing the types of populations that they will be working with and
planning for, and using the findings from this research, land use management
planners can be better prepared to give people more of the types of land use they
want, or at least to anticipate ways in which they may need to enhance
communication about management actions that are likely to generate
widespread support.

FUTURE RESEARCH
Future research in this area should continue to pursue analysis that
focuses on more specific regional areas and on regionally important issues rather

100

than the broad topics vaguely defined as “environmental concern” that have
dominated most previous research on environmental attitudes. Indeed, research
should evolve to become even more focused on local areas, and specific issues.
Efforts should also be made in future questionnaire design and analysis to
discover the 85% of variance in the measure of public land management
orientations that eluded explanation in this research. More specifically, the
inclusion of variables beyond basic social and demographic characteristics could
aid future research in discovering what truly has the largest influence over a
person’s orientation towards public land use. One topic that could be included is
how specifically different groups of people use and relate to the land. For
example, it would be interesting to see if those who use the land more for one
reason (i.e. camping) than any other activity exhibit a particular configuration of
attitudes towards public land management. It would also be interesting to
investigate how an individual’s land use might influence their own personal
identity, and the salience they attach to public land uses, and broader value
orientations.
Other variables that would be interesting to look at could include
household size, an individual’s childhood county of residence, an individual’s
parents’ occupation, an individual’s occupation, and their major in college (if
applicable). All of these variables could potentially explain more of the variance
in public land use attitudes and add more to the research in this field. Looking
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into an individual’s past can prove to be an excellent way to explain their
present orientations.
Also, the study could be repeated in other states where public lands are an
important and contested issue. Expanding the study could empirically show if
certain variables are universally important in determining a person’s orientation
towards public land use and management. Additionally, completion of parallel
studies in multiple states would allow comparisons to see if certain
characteristics are more important in one state than another.
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Public Lands and Utah Communities
A Statewide Survey of Utah Residents
As you may already know, about two-thirds of the land area in Utah is owned and
administered by the federal government. This includes lands managed by the U.S. Forest
Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the National Park Service, and other agencies.
These public lands contain a broad range of natural resources that are important in
various ways to individuals and families, local communities, and the state as a whole.
Utah State University is working with the Utah Governor’s Office of Public Land Policy
Coordination to examine how social and economic conditions in Utah communities are
linked to these lands and resources. We’re interested in how you and others living
throughout Utah make use of public lands, and your views about ways in which public
lands and resources may be important to you and your community.
Who should complete this questionnaire?
This questionnaire is being sent to a random sample of households throughout the entire
state. To further randomize participation in the survey, we ask that this questionnaire be
completed by the adult (age 18 or older) member of your household whose birthday
occurred most recently.
 Please carefully read all directions and mark your responses clearly.
 Feel free to write any comments or explanations directly on the
questionnaire in the margins or in available blank space.
 As soon as you have finished, please mail the completed questionnaire
back to us in the prepaid envelope provided.
 As a reminder, all of your answers will remain completely confidential.
Please do not write your name or address on the questionnaire.
As one of a limited number of Utahns being asked to participate in this survey,
your responses are important! By spending the 20-25 minutes needed to
complete and return the questionnaire, you can help to insure that Utah residents
whose opinions are similar to yours are adequately represented in the results of
this study.
If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Richard Krannich at Utah State
University either by email (Richard.Krannich@usu.edu) or by telephone (435797-1241). Thank you very much for your help!
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